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Executive Summary
This project was conducted in collaboration with the Good Food Council of LewistonAuburn (GFCLA) and the Bates College Harward Center. The GFCLA was formed “to create
and support improvements to the food system of the Lewiston-Auburn community”
(goodfood4la.org). The focus of this project was to assess the institutional purchasing landscape
in Lewiston-Auburn particularly because GFCLA believes that a critical strategy for increasing
access to healthy local foods is building the capacity for institutional purchasing, or the purchase
of large volumes of product by institutions, into the Lewiston-Auburn area (Sanger and Zens,
2004). Even though Lewiston-Auburn is known as the second biggest metropolitan area in Maine
and has a relatively large consumer base due to the various large institutions in the area
(hospitals, colleges, and nursing homes), a gap remains between the consumers and producers
(Walter, 9/14/14). The goal of this research was to investigate the current role of local foods in
institutional purchasing, and to pinpoint future opportunities for institutional purchasing of local
foods within the urban landscape of Lewiston-Auburn.
Our project is deeply connected with the issue of food insecurity within the LewistonAuburn community. Food security is defined as access by all people at all times to enough food
for an active, healthy life (Poppendieck 1999, 95). It is important to keep in mind that food
security is not limited to hunger, but rather carries with it economic and social implications.
Urban areas are often associated with having access to resources that rural areas generally cannot
access. This has led policy makers in urban communities to not place food issues at the top of
their agenda, and instead consider housing and financial issues as a larger priority. In Maine,
food insecurity rates are quite high and alarming; for example, in 2009, 15% of households in the
state were food-insecure (USDA ERS, 2011), making it the most food insecure state in New
England (Love 2014, 2). Particular to Lewiston, “the communities are strong, but the food
system that feeds them clearly needs repairing. Access to good food is a significant challenge for
many Lewiston residents, which has a measurable, daily impact on health, leading to such dietrelated problems as obesity and diabetes” (Good Food Council of Lewiston-Auburn 2013, 3).
For example, supermarkets in Lewiston are generally 40% less expensive than community
markets, yet these supermarkets are not located in the lower-income areas. Instead, the cheaper
food option in these areas are fast-food restaurants (Walter, 2011, 160). In hopes of moving
towards food security in the Lewiston-Auburn community, our group concentrated on
institutional purchasing of local foods. Our main focus was conducting the initial research of
institutional purchasing and conducting interviews with relevant actors such as key informants
and food service directors.
The primary results from our project definitively outlined for us common barriers public
schools, hospitals, and higher education institutions in the Lewiston-Auburn community face in
purchasing locally. These barriers range from money to simple interest in local foods, and
despite any success stories, tend to completely block institutions from purchasing locally.
However, by collecting information and highlighting trends from different institutions, we have
created a positive platform for change that the Good Food Council will be able to utilize in the
future to provide education and needed assistance towards incorporating local food in their
respective institutions.
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Introduction
In recent years, two similar and intertwined social justice movements have come to the
foreground. Perhaps the more popular of the two, the environmental justice movement has
gained attention from mainstream environmentalists and policy makers (Gottlieb and Fisher
1996). The environmental justice movement seeks to address environmental consequences of
urban and industrial life through social change and empowerment (Gottlieb and Fisher 1996,
194). For example, in 1994, the United States Environmental Protection Agency defined
environmental justice as “fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people...with respect
to the development, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and
policies” (USEPA, 1994). Traditionally, the environmental justice movement is firmly rooted in
low-income communities and communities of color (Alkon and Agyeman, 2011). The other
movement, the food justice movement, has very similar motivations. Like environmental justice,
food justice is not only strongly tied to communities specifically of low-income and/or
marginalized populations, but is also associated with considerations of the quality of daily life.
The food justice movement highlights issues of food access within a community, the innerworkings of communal food systems and more broadly, food insecurity. Despite the importance
of both of these movements, the food justice movement has been less visible and recognized than
its environmental counterpart, and thus we argue that it must be considered and assessed further.
Food insecurity is a term developed by anti-hunger advocates to highlight the social
rather than physical aspects of hunger, and is defined as a lack of “access by all people at all
times to enough food for an active, healthy life” within a community (Poppendieck 1999, 95).
Food insecurity is commonly associated with rural settings (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999);
however, food issues are also woven into the thread of urban development. There is an
assumption that technologies (e.g., refrigeration and processing) facilitate the transport of fresh
food, and that food sources (e.g., restaurants and food pantries) are more readily available to
urban rather than rural environments. However, these resources do not encompass the entire
urban food system. Numerous factors determine accessibility to food, such as “affordability,
opportunity, proximity, comfort, cultural and religious guidelines” (Jacobus and Jalali 2006,
152). Often, these standpoints are left out of urban policy. Furthermore, the theoretical and
spatial distinction between urban and rural landscapes hinders a potentially effective relationship
between producers and consumers (Pothukuchi and Kaufman, 1999).
Perceptions of what “local” means to food buyers may vary and this could directly or
indirectly affect the relationships between producers and consumers. “Local” is used as common
language in dialogues surrounding food justice; however, it can be defined in many different
ways. The “local” place generally delineates a physical space, although it also is a fluid product
of time, social relationships and relationships to other places (Allen, 2010). “Local” implies a
small rather than a large scale; thus, different issues of environmental justice, food justice and
food access must be distinguished when looking at a local rather than a global community.
Furthermore, the way in which food is distributed, sold and consumed is much different on a
local scale than a larger, global scale (Alkon and Agyeman, 2001). In terms of food systems, the
multitude of varying definitions of “local” is often confused with “organic food”. While local
food may be organic, “local” food and “organic” food are not one in the same; instead, “unlike
organic food, there is no legal or universally accepted definition of local food. In part it is a
geographical concept related to the distance between food producers and consumers” (Martinez
et. al 2010, 3). In any case, the use of “local” in dialogues on food systems should be taken
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broadly to suggest a small-scale community of some kind. At the same time, “local” is not a
stagnant term, and assuredly has a variety of meanings for different individuals and different
communities. The lack of a widely assumed definition of local leads to a discrepancy between
what producers and consumers consider to be “local” and assume to be the implications of local
food.
Community food systems provide a series of relationships which aid in closing the divide
between producers and consumers which is caused by theses issues surrounding “local”. The
strategies behind community food systems encourage collaborative relationships between
producers and consumers, thus facilitating access to healthier food resources. Community food
systems allow for “people [to] value food produced locally through direct relationships with
farmers” (“Why Hunger”). In addition, community food systems are interlinked with the food
insecurity narrative in urban settings. This is mainly because “despite much popular interest in
food issues, there remains a lack of social justice in the American agrifood system, as evidenced
by prevalent hunger and obesity in low-income populations” (Allen 2008, 157). In this way,
community food systems are discussed as one solution to food insecurity, in which communities
are supplied with food from local farms. Furthermore, local food systems create a platform on
which a community can stimulate its economy, and meet its own food access needs (Alkon and
Agyeman, 2011). Community involvement and leadership have proven to be efficient and in
many cases necessary; for example, scholars have concluded that, “local food characteristics
have commonly been associated with efforts to improve food safety, particularly at the
community level” (Martinez et al. 2010, 46).
Some of the most prominent and influential players in the demand side of local food
systems, such as food suppliers to community residents, are the big purchasers. These big
purchasers are generally institutions, including but not limited to schools and hospitals. Both
education and health facilities provide food to their consumers multiple times a day and thus
cater to a high demand. If institutions like these were able to meet their demand with more local
foods, their producers and consumers would not only develop a closer relationship, but would
also help their own community take a step towards a more robust and secure food system.
Furthermore, and perhaps most obviously, if institutions were able to supply local foods to their
communities, this would support a healthier lifestyle for their residents. Recently there has been
an increase in interest surrounding food, or rather food injustice, among both consumers and
suppliers. This has increased the implementation of programs that are beginning to address these
concerns (“Why Hunger”).
Institutional purchasing efforts, known as “Farm to Institution,” are gaining momentum
as communities look at how to support large purchasers in sourcing more local foods. Farm to
Hospital programs have increased in popularity over the years, with 122 hospitals across the
nation having signed the healthy food in health care pledge as of 2008 to incorporate or find
ways to have local fruits and vegetables. Even without signing the pledge, many hospitals are
voluntarily including local food (Harvie, 2008). Hospitals are beginning to realize that local
farmers/growers can provide healthier produce for their patients. By incorporating local foods,
healthcare food services want to encourage their patients, staff and visitors to have a healthier
lifestyle (Sachs and Feenstra, 2007). Incorporating local food brings changes to the hospital’s
established systems. Not only would hospitals need to change how food is processed and
distribute, but they would also have to change policies and practices in the healthcare
foodservice industry from the food service distributors and Group Purchasing Organizations
(GPOs) (Sachs and Feenstra, 2007).
4

Out of all the sectors, the public school sector has the longest track record. Starting in the
late 1990s, a nationwide movement evolved within schools to improve local food systems and to
counteract food insecurity. This movement, known as “Farm to School”, facilitates “informed
food choices while strengthening the local community and contributing to vibrant communities”
(National Farm to School Network, 2014). Farm to School programs address food insecurity not
only on the level of physical hunger, but also on a social, economic, and educational level
(Winston, 2011). Out of the recorded 38,000 schools that have signed on to this initiative in
2012, there have been plenty of success stories about the introduction of local purchasing to
educational institutions. For example, the National Farm to School Initiative in Michigan
requires 30% or more of their purchasing to be from local inputs (Michigan Farm to School
Initiative, 2013). In the 2011-2012 academic year, public schools in Maryland spent
approximately $8.5 million to buy apples, peaches, tomatoes, corn, milk and other products from
area farmers (thewashingtonpost.com).
In 2011 Maine started its very own Farm to School Network, which has continued to
spread throughout educational facilities. This network aims to bring together “a wide diversity of
students, teachers, school nutritionists, parents, farmers and groups who support child nutrition
and Maine agriculture” (Farm to School Network), work together to increase “educational
outreach” with other schools and continue to grow throughout the state. In addition, a branch of
the Farm to School Network, Maine Agriculture in the Classroom, provides annual grants that
foster “educational projects, including school gardens and farm to school programs” (Farm to
School Network). There are also organized statewide events promoting access to local produce to
schools such as the Maine Harvest Lunch Week, which sets aside a week for introducing a
“bounty of local produce into school menus” (Maine Organic Farmers and Gardeners
Association, 2014). These Harvest lunches are encouraged as a state initiative to provide needed
exposure to local farmer produce. These efforts have resulted in many schools incorporating
these local food options into their daily school menus (Maine Organic Farmers and Gardeners
Association, 2014).
Despite Maine’s efforts to address food security concerns, particularly in schools, the
state has the eighth highest child food insecurity rate in the nation and the highest in New
England (Maine Community Foundation). It has been argued that “with 8,000 farms and more
than 1.35 million acres of land in farms, Maine has the potential to supply much more of the food
that is served in school meals” (Winston 2011, 234). Therefore, even though these efforts have
brought an increased consciousness of where food comes from, there remains a large space for
improvement. Food-related resources such as Eat Local Foods Coalition, Slow Money Maine,
and Healthy Maine Partnerships have not yet reached the scope, nor the financial capacity, to
support schools in developing strong local purchasing policies and practices (National Farm to
School Network). Additionally, these efforts leave out the full potential of the institutional
purchasing landscape by limiting the involvement of other institutions such as hospitals and
higher education facilities in the farming institutions movement (Walter, 10/2/14).
Keeping the national scale of food insecurity and issues surrounding local food in mind,
our study examines local food systems in the context of the urban setting of Lewiston-Auburn.
Lewiston-Auburn has been officially labeled a “low supermarket area”, since residents have
difficulty accessing healthy and affordable goods (Walter, 10/8/14). Nonetheless, Lewiston is
also “home to many valuable food and nutrition projects and food related businesses. These
resources, along with the commitment of numerous community members, have played a
powerful role in fighting local hunger” (Good Food Council 2013, 5). The Good Food Council, a
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group of Lewiston-Auburn residents, cultivates a passion to improve the food system of their
community using these local resources. With the support from the St. Mary’s Nutrition Center,
the Good Food Council aims to explore different ways to support institutions, particularly
schools and hospitals, in incorporating more local and healthy foods into their purchasing
practices, as one strategy in supporting healthier food access for Lewiston/Auburn residents. The
goal of this research was to investigate the current role of local foods in institutional purchasing,
and to pinpoint future opportunities of institutional purchasing for local foods within the urban
landscape of Lewiston-Auburn.

Methodological Approach
In order to accomplish our goal, we used already developed interview tools provided by
Farmers to Institutions New England (FINE) and the Waldo-County Hospital to collect
qualitative and quantitative data. In addition to these interview tools, our research team
developed a questionnaire with the assistance of the Good Food Council. The most important
limitation to the research was the time frame. Considering this specific research was limited to
one semester, our first step was to discuss realistic goals and next steps with the Good Food
Council. In discussion with the Good Food Council, we determined that we would focus on
gathering information from representatives in public schools, higher education and hospitals in
the Lewiston-Auburn area.
Our following steps included reviewing and analysing existing literature on Farm to
Institution programs as well as existing food systems across the country. We looked at literature
from newspapers, websites, articles, and previous course materials related to this subject. We
accumulated this information so that we could get a grasp on the current involvement of
institutions in purchasing locally. We then were able to compare this information to the current
food landscape of Lewiston-Auburn. Our primary research on the food systems within LewistonAuburn included personal experience, such as previous visits to local stores and restaurants, as
well as the Lewiston Farmer’s Market.
Next, using the Good Food Council as our primary connection, we identified stakeholders
and other key players in the Lewiston-Auburn area in order to obtain specific information on
their purchasing habits, restrictions and purchasing guidelines, and efforts to increase and
distribute healthier foods. We wanted to reach out to a diverse group of contacts in order to
collect a relatively holistic view of the food system landscape in light of the limited time we had
to do our project. Members of our group were able to initiate these contacts in an event called
“Mainstreaming Local Food to Institutions” held at Colby College and sponsored by the Maine
Farmland Trust on October 14th. This event provided a time for discussions and workshops
where institutions, dining service directors, farmers, nonprofits, and even students explored and
learned more about the opportunities for strong farm to institution partnerships in Maine. Barbara
and Hannah S. participated in these workshops and quickly realized the lack of farmers at the
event and how this related to the broader gaps of communication between institutions and
farmers found in literature. Additionally, it gave us an initial jump start into understanding
previous research and efforts completed with regards to institutional purchasing and identified a
number of barriers and opportunities faced by institutions in other communities. Lastly, these
workshops exposed us to interesting posing questions about the direction of our research such as:
what defines “local”? how can we incorporate “regional” as a legitimate area to consider
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purchasing from rather than resorting to nationally oriented purchasing? How can we better
include farmers in the conversation of providing local inputs for institutional purchasing?
Originally, our contact list was quite large, including food service directors from an
elderly care facility as well as many public schools and medical centers. Once the participants
were identified, they were contacted via email, and interview arrangements were made according
to their schedules. We created a spreadsheet that outlined the name of the contact, a phone
number (in the case of a phone interview), an email address, the date of initial contact, and the
set date for the interview. This spreadsheet allowed us to be proactive and maintain an organized
interview schedule (refer to appendices). Eventually, as the process continued, we realized that
the number of food service directors and key informants we wished to contact was not realistic.
In addition, some of our contacts did not respond to our emails. Ultimately, the total number of
contacts was cut down to eleven. Once our contact list was set up, we moved on to conduct
interviews. This research was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Bates
College, thus granting us permission to interview the participants.
We separated our interviewees into two broad categories of key informants (5) and food
service directors (6). Four out of five key informant interviews were conducted over the phone,
and all food service director interviews were conducted in-person. All interviews lasted
approximately an hour and extensive notes were taken by at least one of our researchers. All
participants were notified about their interview slot with the relevant interview tool attached as
reference (refer to appendices). This allowed participants to review our mission and questions
before the actual interview, and prepare in advance if necessary.
Key informants provided valuable information as experts within their field and how they
have interacted with the community with the goal of introducing local purchasing into
institutions. On the other hand, food service directors provided more logistical information as to
their budget constraints and described other barriers and opportunities for incorporating local
inputs into their purchasing. Since the informational needs were different for these two
categories of interviews, we developed two sets of interview tools (refer to appendices) in
collaboration with the Food Council Committee to get a holistic, comprehensive view of the
current institutional landscape of the Lewiston/Auburn region.
In addition to our involvement in assessing the current food landscape of LewistonAuburn, our group aided the Good Food Council in the beginning stages of preparing for a
“Meet the Buyers” event this February (2015). The main goal of this event will be to connect
food service directors and their institutions to local farmers surrounding the Lewiston-Auburn
area. We met with Ken Morse, who has helped set up the “Meet the Buyers” event in the Oxford,
Maine community over the past four years. Ken gave us information and materials from these
past events, such as a developed list of contacts. Again, keeping our limited time frame in mind,
we decided it would be most logical to set out to make a spreadsheet of contacts for the Good
Food Council to use, and to create an invitation for the event. Although we will have finished our
work on the project by February, we hope to attend the event.
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Results
Food Service Director and Key Informant comments:
“We as food professionals have an obligation [both] morally and professionally to provide as
healthy an option as possible to our paying clients. I want to go home and feel like I did not
poison anyone...I want to know that”- Kevin J. Michaud, Coordinator of Dining Services, The
University of Southern Maine/Lewiston Campus.
“Collaboration is important…No one had a common goal to change the food system, everyone
had different ideas - [we have to] create a common goal, have a singular mission [in order] to
have the easiest way to move forward” -Sarah O’ Blenes, Community Health Supervisor, Waldo
County General Hospital.
“Recognizing where the food comes from is important. The younger you can understand the food
system, like where corn/potatoes come from the better”- Paula Rouillard, Food Service Director
of Auburn Public Schools
Overall, the interviews and research conducted for this study concluded that a number of
food service directors in Lewiston-Auburn were eager to incorporate and serve more local foods
into their food programs, if they were not already doing so. In doing this project, it was important
for us to keep in mind and differentiate between interest and readiness. A question we considered
in doing this project was whether or not these institutions were ready to shift their food systems
to include more local and sustainable food. Our findings suggest that there are a number of
factors that could determine whether or not these institutions are ready to make this shift. When
the interview notes were analyzed separately, the results showed that the participants shared
common barriers and opportunities for increasing local food purchases (Table 1). When we
examined the barriers closely, we came to the conclusion that institutions faced three main
constraints: lack of budget constraints, knowledge and awareness by the institutions and farmers,
which contributes to the lack of communication between both players (farmers and institutions).
These prevailing challenges are similar to findings from other research and surveys conducted
regionally and nationally (Refer to Markley 2010; Martinez 2010; Poppendieck 2010; Rosenberg
& Leib 2011; and Sachs & Feenstra 2007).
It is important to consider these results and research in order to begin to develop
recommendations for these key players. Despite substantial challenges to the success of the Farm
to Institutions movement, we were able to document some of the successful efforts and
innovations that can inspire other institutions to overcome these issues. Those efforts and
opportunities include: educational programs in schools, onsite gardens/greenhouse programs as
part of the curriculums, internships provided to students to work in gardens, and building strong
connections with distributors.
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Table 1. Main barriers and opportunities for food service directors when bringing local
foods into their respective programs.
Institution

Lewiston School District

Barriers

●
●
●

Opportunities and Efforts

Budget
Nutrition requirements
Staff numbers, lack of ability to
properly prepare local foods

●
●
●
●

Auburn School District

Hospital (name will not be
disclosed due to an agreement
with participant).

Budget/ price of local produce
Demand from students
Preparation of local produce
Seasonality
Parental involvement
Lack of equipment

●
●

●

Regulations (Sanitation and
guidelines)
Not in a position to purchase
these local foods - corporate
level decision making
Interest level is low

●

Keeping a connection with Native
Maine

Budget/Cost-related issues
Strict Regulations (e.g Seafood)
Lack of education amongst
farmers
Waste
How much farmers can provide

●

Connections with new and old
organizations (MAFGA, St.Mary’s,
Farm Fresh Connection)
Employees take charge and harvest
the local food
Two summer internships for students
to work in the gardens in the
Commons Dining
Build a greenhouse

●

●
●
●
●
●

●
●
●

●
●
●

University of Southern Maine

Onsite garden and greenhouse
Investing money in educational
programs for students
Sell produce (e.g. pumpkins)
Harvest Day
Rethink their menus

●
●
●
●
●
●

●
Bates College

Promoting healthy foods through
educational programs, making it part
of the curriculum
Education on cooking from scratch
Educating the staff (how to prepare
and/or process the food)
Shaping the schools in ways it
promotes healthy eating (e.g Longley
Elementary School does not have
fryers)

●
●
●
●
●

Cost Effectiveness
Availability
Agricultural Inspections
Decrease of students on campus
due to online courses
Budget cuts
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●

●

Getting students interested in local
foods and encourage them and more
community members to eat in their
cafeteria
If there was enough space to get a
composting facility, they would
encourage it

Meaning of “Local” for institutions
As we began to analyze literature and conduct our interviews we found that the definition
of local was very similar across all institutions. A food service director in a hospital located in
Lewiston-Auburn defined local as food grown in the area or more broadly in the state of Maine
(this participant asked that we do not use his name or the name of his facility in this report). In
addition to speaking to this food director, we had the opportunity to speak to the community
health supervisor in Waldo County General Hospital, Sarah O’Blenes. While this hospital is not
located in Lewiston-Auburn, we found that the conversation with O’Blenes was invaluable to our
research. O’Blenes defined local as Waldo County and the large concentration of farms within it.
The food directors of the Auburn and Lewiston Public Schools, Alisa Roman and Paula
Rouillard, both defined local as the state of Maine. More specifically for Roman, “local” meant
10 miles. Interestingly enough, Rouillard understood that while local was important, the issues of
perishability and bruising/rotting from transportation brought additional issues that are not
encountered when produce is bought from a grocery store. Roman also thought food at the
grocery store was more accessible than managing relations with respective farmers.
When we asked food service directors in higher education institutions their definition of
local, their responses varied. One of these institutions has asked that we do not use their name,
however this information can be disclosed anonymously. This particular director in a higher
education institution said that local is “whatever the client wants to call it. Generally in the state
local is 25 miles, some call it 150 miles. Many clients in the state will call it the State of Maine.”
Yet, this participant said that the answer he heard most often is the State of Maine. Some also
look at regional as a second tier (New England). Cheryl Lacey, Director of Dining at Bates
College, was more specific and said that local meant the State of Maine. Kevin J. Michaud from
University of Southern Maine, Lewiston-Auburn campus, said that local meant “perhaps a 100
mile radius” (Cheryl Interview 11/6/2014). As it has been noted, “because there is no universally
agreed-upon definition for the geographic component of what “local” or “regional” means,
consumers are left to decide what local means to them” (Grace Communications Foundation
2014). How these representatives came up with these definitions is a question we did not explore
but would recommend as part of the next steps. The responses show that all of these institution
define local products in three-tiers:
1. Local: Grown in Maine within a 25 mile radius
2. Regional: Grown in Maine within a 100 mile radius
3. Maine: Grown within the State of Maine
Our research also found that local sourcing is specific to food that is produced and/or
processed by a trusted and/or convenient foodservice distributor. Native Maine was most
commonly referred to by the participants interviewed. Native Maine is a leading wholesale
distributor which provides daily delivery of fresh produce, dairy, and speciality foods to
southern, central and coastal Maine, and also New Hampshire and northern Massachusetts. Two
food service directors shared that Native Maine can provide a variety of foods for any amount,
and they could be sure that the products were carefully inspected. Therefore not only does
distance and convenience matter when foodservice directors decide to purchase locally, but also
ensuring that the companies and products are fully compliant with all food safety requirements.
Kevin J. Michaud from USM shared that 20-30% of his local food servings come from Native
10

Maine. Michaud described Native Maine as a trustworthy vendor that prioritizes buying and
providing as local as possible making it a “locally conscious” distributor he hopes to keep
purchasing from for a very long time.
Budget Constraints
Insufficient funding and food budgets were presented as a top barrier for public schools
and one of the higher education institutions we looked into. There were many factors underlying
this issue; for example, the Lewiston and Auburn public schools have systems set in place to
accept money from the government in order to supply children with meals who otherwise cannot
afford them. Specifically, the Lewiston Public Schools are affiliated with Provision 2, which
requires that Alisa Roman, food service director of the Lewiston School District, to submit
information to the federal government about the number of kids who can and cannot pay for
food, as well as submit applications filled out by parents. These documents serve as proof that
children at Roman’s schools cannot afford to pay for lunches, and in turn the federal government
supplies Roman with funds.
On the other hand, Kevin J. Michaud, the Coordinator of Dining Services at the
University of Southern Maine Lewiston-Auburn Campus, has a relatively strict budget of
$250,000. His cafeteria serves 75-100 meals a day and also caters foods for a number of events
in the school. Despite this small operation, many of the decisions he made in regards to what he
purchased and served on his cafeteria were based heavily on cost effectiveness. Michaud said
that the food he bought had to be cost effective. For example, he explained that pizza was
eliminated from the menu because it was labor extensive and did not sell. “Inventory is high and
there was a risk of losing more than gaining. It was an economic choice.” Students have
expressed their interest in having pizza back on the menu, but Michaud would have an assured x
number of sales. He described this type of operation as difficult particularly when he wanted to
increase his purchase of local foods. He continued, “we cannot expect to serve a meal for $12.99
and for students to buy it. Also, think about it, it is difficult to not buy apples from D.C when
those are significantly cheaper than apples from Auburn. Cannot charge $2 for an apple”
(Michaud Interview, 10/30/14). Our hospital key contact stated that he could not disclose the
budget information with us; therefore we are unable to provide any comments in regards to
budget as a constraint for this institution.
Knowledge and Awareness
One of the major challenges to the growth of successful Farm to Institution efforts we
identified was the lack of knowledge and awareness among food service directors, their staff, and
farmers. While we did not interview farmers, one of our research members had the opportunity
to join Ken Meter, food system analyst, on his interviews with Somali Bantu farmers. All of the
farmers expressed their hope to expand their sales from the weekly farmers market in Lewiston
to bigger institutions such as hospitals and higher education facilities. One of the farmers, a man
in his late 30’s explained, “In 2009 Bates College used to buy my vegetables. They used to order
vegetables but now they do not.” When asked to expand on why he thinks this is the case, he
responded that he did not know. He suggested that a possible explanation could be related to the
low amount of produce he was offering. All of the farmers interviewed shared that they did not
have a place to process and store their produce, thus making it difficult for them to sell to
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institutions who either did not have the staff and/or time to process the food themselves.
The farmer’s lack of knowledge as to what steps could be taken in order to address these
barriers is important to consider while discussing farm to institution relationships. For example,
according to Cheryl Lacey, Director of Dining at Bates College, “farmers don’t understand the
regulations and issues with volume: they need to be educated” (Interview, November 8, 2014).
Supporting this argument, Sarah Bostick, Refugee Farmer Specialist at Cultivating Community,
expressed that “farmers do not know how to navigate yet, they need help on that end. Young and
establishing farmers, who will definitely be a big part of this change, don’t have a lot of
marketing opportunities” (Interview November 5, 2014). Other studies also found that “many
small and limited resource producers seeking to increase their markets with institutional buyers
will need assistance in finding adequate product liability insurance and in meeting requirements
for food safety procedures” (Markley 2010, 3).
It was evident through these findings that there is also a lack of communication among
these players. Within the institutions, several of our participants identified the lack of food
training among food service staff as a significant challenge that slows the process of production,
preparation, and processing. This can be addressed if there were more communication between
the supplier and the buyer. For instance, Jennifer Obadia from Health Care without Harm,
explained that head chefs in different facilities cannot process the purchased products on their
own; the support staff would be in charge. However, many of these food service staff may lack
the culinary skills and training. Obadia expressed, “While there are wonderful culinary programs
out there, they are expensive” (Interview November 6, 2014). Kevin J. Michaud, from the
University of Southern Maine shared the same concern. He also explained that while there are
training programs out there for his staff, they are expensive and time consuming. The lack of
training affects how much and what food service directors purchase. Obadia brought up very
important questions during our interview. She said it was important to question, “What is
cheaper, paying a bit more but having the food already prepared, or putting the money towards
the fast way?” (Interview November 6, 2014).
One of the main trends our group noticed from talking with the food service directors
within the educational field was the importance of student involvement. During these interviews,
we heard on multiple occasions that students lacked awareness of topics such as sustainable and
local food, farm to table movements, institutional initiatives, and supporting farm economies. In
many of the institutions, the student momentum and initiatives for more local food were not
incredibly high.

Discussion
The purpose of our project was to get a conceptual grasp on the readiness of institutions
in the Lewiston-Auburn community to purchase local foods. Through the process of research and
interviews with key informants and food services directors at various institutions (public schools,
medical centers and higher education institutions), we have become aware of a common divide
between local farmers and these institutions. This gap is caused by a number of different factors,
and hinders the progress our group hopes to make with this project. In general, these institutions
face many obstacles each day, of which food quality is just one facet. Although most of the food
service directors interviewed are passionate about local food for many reasons, it is important to
keep in mind the difference between interest and readiness. Food service directors may be
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excited about local foods, however it is unfortunately the case that integrating local foods into
the complex food systems of institutions is not easy. The most common barriers in place among
these food service directors to bringing local foods into their institutions are the lack of money,
regulations and seasonality/availability of produce.
The food service directors we interviewed most commonly expressed to us that their
interest in local purchasing is connected to their desire to support the local economy and supply
healthy foods to their clients. Interestingly, our research shows that these opinions are shared
nationwide. For example, we have found that areas such as West Oakland, California, the South
Bronx, New York, and Detroit, Michigan are made up of low income, minority populations;
however, these neighborhoods host a growing number of grassroots movements encouraging
community members to create local, sustainable food systems (Alkon and Agyeman, 20). Even
as the opportunities for local foods within institutions in such small, economically insufficient
urban environments are not plentiful, the passion for local foods is clearly in abundance.
However, on this section we will highlight or reference back to some of the influencing factors
that participants identified as barriers:
Food Safety Regulations
Food safety regulations prevent food service directors from bringing local food into their
institutions. Food inspections and food safety are highly prioritized for every institution. An
issue of food safety can not only spur legal and monetary issues, but also threatens an entire
institution. Furthermore, when talking about institutions that cater to children, such as college
students, health and safety are of great value. Food safety certifications are entirely necessary,
however inspections are a time consuming and very specific process. Currently, food safety and
inspections need to abide by the Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA), a food safety law
passed by Congress in 2010 which requires food inspections for contamination prevention
(FISMA). In general, the food service directors we interviewed valued the ease of trusting one
food distribution center, such as Native Maine, to issue food safety inspections. This has
historically been much easier than having each order of food be certified by the Department of
Agriculture.
Seasonality
Through our research, we have found that seasonality is perhaps not as legitimate as the
food service directors believe it to be. For example, we found that apples are in fact available
year round in Maine, along with blueberries. In addition, there are a variety of vegetables Maine
produces throughout the year which are in high demand from institutions such as schools and
hospitals, including corn, peppers, onions and garlic. Furthermore, Maine has the capacity to
supply most kinds of meats, from seafood, to beef to poultry (Maine Organic Farmers
Association, 2014). Maine clearly offers a multitude of foods year-round, and thus is a resource
of which food service directors do not take full advantage. Therefore, there has to be a bigger
underlying reason as to why seasonality has become one of the top barriers for institutions within
the Lewiston-Auburn region.
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Budget Constraints
Within the Auburn public school district, five schools offer the “Community Eligibility
Provision”, which works similarly to Provision 2 in that it provides free school meals to lowincome children. Although these programs aid the Lewiston and Auburn school districts in
feeding their students, they hinder the possibility of realistically predicting the number of meals
each school district serves. Furthermore, these programs complicate calculations for future
funding each school district would need for these meals. The Lewiston public schools already
feel restricted by budget to such an extent that Roman struggles to find the money to pay for the
current largely non-local meals. At times, she has found that she has to move money across
different departments in order to make up for the money spent by the Lewiston public school
district on children’s lunches. The Auburn school district generally does not have as much of an
issue with money as does the Lewiston public school district (Figure 1); however, money
nonetheless causes difficulties for both school districts. The two school districts do not currently
possess the funds needed to experiment often with different local foods, let alone to buy entirely
locally.
With a limited budget, the food service directors find it difficult to deal with large
numbers of waste. Roman shared that if students do not consume the food served, this will
increase the amount of waste making it difficult for service directors to continue purchasing local
foods. Outside literature shows that “the huge growth in the fast foods industry has affected food
preferences of both children and adults. As a result, students and other institutional customers
often reject, rather than embrace, the introduction of fresh salads, fruit plates, or other dishes
prepared from local produce” (Bellows, Dufour, & Bachmann 2003, 2). However, there have
been efforts made by the Lewiston-Auburn school districts to encourage healthy eating and
healthy eating habits. For example, fried foods or sodas are no longer sold in the schools, which
has provided an opportunity to teach students about healthy options and local fresh foods. The
food service directors and key informants stated that educational outreach was an important
component in solving many of the perceived obstacles. With this in mind we consider these
barriers as opportunities for new ideas and possibilities for all players involved and interested in
increasing local food purchase in institutions.
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Figure 1. Yearly budget for food, meals served per day, and number of individuals with access
to food at certain institutions. Data was collected from interviews with food service directors at
these institutions.
Open to Opportunities with Local Food
Despite the barriers mentioned above, food service directors have an incredible interest in
supporting the local economy through local foods! Although our interviewees agreed that local
food is always more expensive, they also agreed that the local economy needs to be considered.
The food service directors each had a strong sense of place in their community, and were open to
the possibility of expanding their horizons in terms of purchasing food as part of this community.
There are exampless of this already set in place in these specific institutions; for instance, the
Lewiston public school district buys its bread from Sam’s Bakery and Bimbo Bakeries USA in
Lewiston, and buys potatoes from Belle Farms in Auburn. Both the University of Southern
South
Maine and Bates College supply coffee from Coffee by Design in Portland, Maine. As a private
school with a consistent source of funds, Bates College has the most resources in terms of food
purchasing. Specifically, Bates allots about 2 millions dollars per year to purchasing food.
Consequently, Bates is perhaps the most advanced in its connection to local food among the
institutions we interviewed. In fact, Bates College currently buys 28
28-32%
32% of its food locally, and
plans to increase this number as soo
soon
n as possible. Furthermore, Bates College has been
connected to the local food community for quite some time. In 1998, Bates decided to get
together with the Maine Organic Farmers and Gardeners Association (MOFGA), the Department
of Agriculture, the St. Mary’s
ry’s Nutrition Center in Lewiston, and Bowdoin College and form the
“Local Maine Buyers Group”. The goals of this group were to determine what local businesses
and institutions could do to purchase locally, and ultimately resulted in the creation of the
organization
ganization Farm Fresh Connection, which supports the marketing and distribution of locally
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grown food in Maine. Overall, the institutions we interviewed did not have the level of funds to
which Bates has access, however there is a common passion to purchase locally as members of a
community.
In addition, and perhaps most obviously, food service directors are dedicated to supplying
healthy food to their clients. However, food service directors do not often have the flexibility,
time, or trained staff to supply healthy foods, and are unfortunately forced to buy unhealthy
foods instead. However, the passion that remains in the interviewed food service directors to
strive to supply healthier and more local food options is inspiring. For example, the food service
director at the University of Southern Maine, Kevin J. Michaud, told us that he believes that
“food professionals have an obligation morally and professionally to provide as healthy an
option as possible” to their clients (Michaud Interview, 10/30/14). With similar motivations in
mind, the food service director for the Auburn public school system, Paula O’Rouillard, takes
pride in her participation in Maine Harvest Lunch, which was developed by the Maine Organic
Farmers Association. The Maine Harvest Lunch event occurs every fall and brings awareness
and celebration of local foods to schools across Maine (Walter, 10/08/14). Additionally, the food
service director at Bates College, Cheryl Lacey, intends to create more space to grow foods on
the Bates Campus; for example, she is currently working on building a new greenhouse
specifically to grow produce. Despite the varying and overall limited resources these food
service directors have to incorporate more local food purchasing into their current
infrastructures, they certainly have the motivation. Ultimately, this motivation is key to initiating
a movement towards local purchasing.
As college students, what we found to be most troubling during our interviews, and a
identified as an area that needs significant improvement in terms of outreach for a better local
foods movement is the lack of involvement and interest coming from the students and other key
consumers involved. This presents an opportunity that can be capitalized on by the Good Food
Council to increase the education and awareness about the local foods movement in order to
position students to be knowledgeable and able to demand more nutritious foods across the
institutions that directly affect them.
Addressing the Gap
In order to effectively incorporate local foods into institutional purchasing, we must
address the growing gap between farmers and institutions. The most popular solution posed to us
by food service directors is a local food processing plant. A nearby food processing plant would
firstly facilitate the transport of local foods in mass quantities to the different institutions in the
Lewiston-Auburn area. The food service directors we interviewed described a general need for
reliability and ease from their distributors, criteria which could be met by a local food processing
plant. A local food processing plant could prepare food on-site for the institutions; for example,
food could be cleaned, chopped and frozen as needed at the plant before shipping. This would
give institutions incentive to buy from the local food processing plant because it would reduce
the amount of time it would take to make meals, cut down on staff and work needed to prepare
meals, and reassure them that the suppliers have processed this food. According to Markley
(2010, 9) “Institutions tend to assume that buying direct from the farmer is somehow more risky
than buying from a broker—even though recent high profile outbreaks were connected to largescale industrial operation.” This plant could ensure food safety standards are met, while also
ensuring that its food is local. This idea was suggested by the food service directors at Bates
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College and the University of Southern Maine, and closely meets the needs of the other food
service directors.
Other ways in which local foods could be made more accessible to institutions in
Lewiston-Auburn were clarified after our interviewing process. For example, it has become clear
that there is a gap between farmers and institutions, and in order to close this gap, a social
relationship between these two parties must be initiated. “When the purchaser begins to interact
with the farmers and begins to understand the farming operations” (Markley 2010, 9). Therefore,
Markley’s research emphasizes that establishing trust between producers and institutional buyers
is a crucial and necessary step.While some institutions we interviewed have already made
relationship with farmers, there is still room for improvement. Bates College and the Auburn
public school district are perhaps more connected to local farmers such as Greenwood Orchards;
however, even these institutions do not maintain many connections overall. A way of beginning
to create these connections, which we, along with the Good Food Council, propose is an event
for both local farmers and food service directors, which we are currently calling “Meet the
Buyers”. This event would hopefully foster connections between these producers and consumers,
and create a platform on which they can share their barriers and opportunities, as well as their
similarities and differences. Ultimately, by joining forces, institutions and farmers could support
each other.

Outcomes and Implications
Our research did not explore the suppliers (in this case farmers) end and their interests in
institutional purchasing. However, one of our major findings was that institutions, such as
schools and hospitals, and farmers share many of the same barriers and opportunities. The
barriers include but are not limited to: more deliveries to arrange, lack of knowledge of how to
find local suppliers/institutions, seasonality, contracts, and regulations,, all of which hinder the
connection between small-scale farmers and institutions. Despite the number of barriers, we
found that food directors, farmers, and other key participants showed a genuine interest in and
commitment to institutional purchasing of local foods. For instance, out of the six representative
food service directors, five were willing to incorporate more local foods into their menus if local
foods were more available, accessible and processed before receiving these produce.
Considering that the momentum and energy exists, beginning to develop ideas in how to
bridge the gap between these key players is important. The central question is how do we engage
farmers and institutions to start a conversation about incorporating more local foods? Creating a
safe environment for dialogue can be an opportunity to share knowledge and ideas, leading to a
clearer understanding of the barriers, opportunities, and present efforts underway by different
institutions and suppliers in Lewiston-Auburn area. Other researchers support this argument and
indicate that in fact “conversations not only yield information that can be widely shared, but they
help build relationships among practitioners, distributors, their farmers and institutional buyers,
facilitating the flow of knowledge, ideas, and best practices” (Brayley, Clark, and Anand 2012,
2). For instance, we discovered that both farmers and institutional food suppliers share an interest
in having a set location for food processing and storage. It would be worth involving these
groups in the current discussion on the mill 5 projects, for example.
Overall, this project emphasizes the need for communication and educating both
consumers and producers. The majority of the participants we interviewed showed support and
interest in creating an event that would allow farmers to display their produce, voice their
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concerns and more importantly establish long lasting relationships with institutional buyers.
Other researchers suggest that these relationships are very influential in the process of
introducing local produce to regional purchasing. “For consumers, the growing trend towards
healthy, fresh, locally sourced foods improves food safety by providing the opportunity to know
their farmers and processors, to choose products based on these relationships” (Markley 2010, 4).

Next Steps
From the beginning of this project, we were aware there was insufficient time to
accomplish all of the goals of the Good Food Council. One of these goals was to set up a Meetthe-Buyers event in Lewiston-Auburn. However, after our meeting with Ken Morse (the person
directing the Meet-the-buyers event in the Oxford community), we realized that we were very
unlikely to execute this event within the semester’s time frame. Therefore, our main suggestion
for the Good Food Council Is to initiate and maintain an annual “Meet the Buyers” event with
farmers and institutions in hopes of creating an environment that promotes communication and
shared knowledge. Ken Morse provided us useful materials, e.g. the agendas from previous
Meet-the-Buyers events in the Oxford community, which can serve as an outline and successful
example to develop. These documents can be found in the appendices of this project.
The following is a list of other suggestions for next steps in this project. Along with the Meetthe-Buyers event, we suggest a continuation of our research on institutional purchasing of local
food, and maintenance of the connections between farmers and institutions. The details are as
follows:
○ Continuation of Institutional Procurement:
■
Additional research on the institutions that are not included in this initial study
of Lewiston-Auburn. Some institutions that we were unable to interview are
Kindred Center, Clover Health Care, Central Maine Community College, and
Kaplan University.
■
Interview two or more people from each institution in order to get a broader
understanding of the interest level, barriers, and opportunities. This would
improve our understanding of the institutions we have already interviewed,
and account for the many actors that are involved in the purchasing process.
■
Examine further how all the institutions buy their food, including pricing,
contracts, ordering systems, quality control, food safety, and payment
systems. This includes the institutions we interviewed.
○ Connection with Farmers and Institutions:
■
Continue communicating with the institutions we interviewed about including
more local produce in their purchasing.
■
Become more familiar with the barriers farmers confront.
○ Communicate with other Institutions:
■
Investigate other initiatives, e.g. Hannaford Close to Home Initiative
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○

Host the first Meet-the-Buyers event
■
Find a location and set a date that is accommodating to both the institutions’
and farmers’ schedules.
■
Refer to “Year 1 Agenda: Oxford Meet-the-Buyers event” for suggestions
about timing, activities, venues and contacts.
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Appendices
Appendix A-- IRB
Detailed Methods
As for the protocols that we used before our interviews, we first submitted an
Institutional Review Board (IRB) proposal in case any personal or sensitive information was
disclosed on these interviews.This proposal emphasized minimizing any risks to our participants
by giving them the option of using or not using their real names, and the names of their
organizations/institutions. Considering that these interviews were either conducted over the
phone or in person for phone interviews we received verbal consent and these interviews were
not audio recorded due to the technological difficulties that this could have entailed. This
proposal also included a consent form that outlined what kind of information we would ask and
their rights as participants to abandon or stop the interview at any point (please refer to the IRB
proposal in the Appendix). As for general protocol, we also emailed the relevant set of questions
to the interviewee before the interview so that they were able to reflect on some answers and
write down any data-oriented answers. All of the food distributors were interviewed in their
workplace. This opportunity gave us the ability to get a sense of the work environment and gave
us a closer look at the barriers and opportunities that they have as an institution.

IRB Proposal
September 20, 2014
Title of the study: “Increasing the Availability of Local Foods in Lewiston-Auburn”:
Relationship Between Consumers and Producers.
Advisor/Researcher:
Professor Sonja Pieck- spieck@bates.edu,
Professor John Smedley-jsmedley@bates.edu,
Kirsten Walter-kwalter@stmarysmaine.com
Researchers:
Kathy Polanco- kpolanco@bates.edu
Hannah Siegel- hsiegel@bates.edu
Hanna Allerton- hallerto@bates.edu
Barbara Crespo- bcrespo@bates.edu
Advisors signatures:
__________________________________

Date: __________________

__________________________________

Date:___________________
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Summary of nature and intent of project
For this project, our research group will work with The Good Food Council of Lewiston-Auburn,
which was launched by the Nutrition Center in 2012. Together we will be assessing institutional
purchasing of local foods in Lewiston-Auburn landscape by interviewing Food Service directors
in several institutions - public schools, higher education and health care. We will also interview
key participants to get their insights on institutional purchasing and get a sense of what their jobs
consist of. In addition, we will be doing some background research to understand and analyze
other practices used by these institutions in Maine and nationwide. Our goal is to organize these
resources for the Council to create a guide which will help initiate the beginning steps to
introducing local inputs in the purchasing in Lewiston-Auburn.
Interviews will address key questions: What are the tools and resources that these institutions
have used successfully? What are the best practices for establishing farm to institution? What are
the stumbling blocks with institutional purchasing? What are the values/challenges of the work
being done by Food Councils? Who are the partners in making this change?

Procedural Section
Subjects:
Representatives of:
·
Healthcare Without Harm
·
FINE
·
Waldo
·
Healthy Androscoggin
·
Cultivating Community
·
Meet the Buyer Contact
·
Real Food Challenge
·
University of Southern Maine (food service director)
·
Bates College (food service director)
·
Kaplan (food service director)
Methods
We will engage in data collection in Lewiston-Auburn, Maine. The interviews will be set up to
be conducted over the phone or in person accordingly to the participant’s convenience. Each
interview will take approximately one hour. The interviews will be audio recorded if the
participant grants us permission. The phone interviews will be conducted by two of our team
members, while in person interviews will be conducted as a group of two or all four. These
interviews will be audio recorded if the participants grant us permission. Notes will be taken on
all interviews. This will help us gather more information and verify the facts garnered during the
interview. Direct quotes, names, address, and names of organizations may be used if granted
permission.
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Script of interview Questions for Key Participants
1. What are the tools and resources that you have used?
2. What are the best practices for establishing farm to institution, specifically for your sector?
3. What is the best entry point for starting this work?
4. Who do you see as the key decision makers/ stakeholders?
5. Can you direct us to success stories?
6. What results did you obtain from your survey?
7. How do you initiate a collaborative model for change?
8. Where have you found the best opportunities (or the easy wins)?
9. Do you have any additions to our barrier list?
10. Where are the stumbling blocks that we should be aware of in this process?
11. What do you see as the values/challenges of the work being done by Food Councils?
a. Who are the partners in making this change?
12. At what point do we engage each of these partners?
a.Were potentially thinking about doing a meet-greet between farmers and institutions - feelings
about that?
13. Do you have any additional suggestions for us? Anything we haven’t covered in this
interview? What advice do you have for our work?
Script of interview Questions for Food Service Directors
Opening Questions
1. What distance applies to your definition of ‘local foods’?
2. What are you feelings/ opinion on the importance of buying locally?
Financial/ Supply Needs
3. How many meals does your institution serve per day? year?
4. What is your budget to buy foods?
5. Who is accountable concerning purchasing of food?
Current Suppliers
6. Does your institution currently purchase food from local farmers/growers?
7. How much food (%) does your institution source locally?
8. Are you currently involved with or a member of any organizations or programs related to
college dining and/or local foods purchasing?
9. What factors currently limit your ability to purchase your products locally for your
institution?
Education
10. What steps has your facility take to educate about & promote your facility’s local and
ecologically sustainable food practices and procedures?
Readiness
11.
Does your school have an on-site garden? much is used during meals?
12. Does your school participate in the Harvest day?
13. In your view, how ready would you be to incorporate more local foods in your
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purchasing? (Rank from 1-10)?
14. In your opinion, what is the biggest barrier preventing institutions from purchasing local
food?
15. In your opinion, what is the biggest benefit that institutions could gain from purchasing
local food?
Infrastructure/ Capacity
16. Other than budget restrictions, what would help your institution to purchase more or
begin purchasing, fruit, vegetables, and eggs from local farmers/ growers?
17. Do you adapt your menus based on seasonal produce availability?
Contracts
18. (Schools) How many sites are under your jurisdiction? How many functional kitchens are
available?
19. Do any specific schools have their own individual choice or preparation in how and what
they provide?
20. Is there a centralized place that helps your institution gain information about the food to
provide?
21. Does any of your food need to arrive prepared? Approximately how much?

Description of the Project Form
Dear Mr. or Ms.,
We would like to invite you to participate in a research project that assess the Lewiston-Auburn
landscape by interviewing food service directors in several institutions: higher education, public
schools, hospitals and nursing homes. With these interviews and other research gathering
methods, we will gather information about institutional purchasing in the Lewiston-Auburn
community, what are the challenges and success stories, with the goal of providing tools the
GFCLA can then utilize and expand on.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You will not have to answer any
questions that you do not want to answer and you can stop the interview at any time.
Your real name will not be used in any circumstances unless you grant us permission to do so. If
you prefer that your real name is not used, we will present our findings with pseudonyms. Please
note that you have the option of keeping your name confidential and also the name of your
organization confidential.
In addition to our advisors and community partners, you, the interviewee will have access to this
information, and no one else. We will minimize any risk by providing you with the information
we will use on our research to confirm that what was said is correct and there will not be any
implications to you or your organization. The transcriptions and notes of the interviews will be
stored securely on our research team’s laptops. After being reviewed by our research members
and our community partner, they will be discarded properly. Our Bates report will be accessible
to the public and community partners. We will minimize any risk of giving away your identity
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unless we are granted to use your real name, organization, and position. If you have any question
or concerns, please do not hesitate to ask. If you decide to stop, we will not use any information
we have collected from you unless you give us permission to use what we have collected up to
that point. If you have any additional questions on the matter that cannot be answered by the
researcher, please contact our advisors Sonja Pieck: spieck@bates.edu or (207) 286-8206, and
John Smedley: jsmedley@bates.edu or (207) 786-6323, and our community partner Kirsten
Walter: kwalter@stmarysmaine.com or (207) 513-3845.

Consent Form
I, ________________________, have read the attached letter describing a study to be conducted
under the auspices of Bates College, Lewiston, Maine, Department of Environmental Studies, to
be conducted by Barbara Crespo, Hannah Siegel, Kathy Polanco, and Hanna Allerton.
I understand that I am free to discontinue my participation at any time without suffering any
disadvantages.
I have the right to a complete explanation of the nature and purpose of the study. If I have any
questions or wish to gain further information about the study, I understand that I may call any of
the researchers or email them. I further understand that if I have additional questions that may
not be answered by the researcher, I may call their advisor and community partner using the
contact information provided in the project description.
In addition to my participation, my signature confirms that I have received a copy of this consent
form together with any attachments, which describe the research to be conducted.
Signature__________________________
Date______________________________

I also understand that my real name and the name of my organization will be used only if I
grant permission.
If you agree to be part of this research project, but would prefer for your name to be kept
confidential please check [NO] box below. If you agree to be part of this research project, and
would allow us to use your real name check the [YES] box.
I agree for my real name to be used on this research [YES] [NO]

If you agree to be part of this research project, but would prefer for the name of your
organization to be kept confidential please check [NO] box below. If you agree to be part of this
research project, and would allow us to use the name of your organization please check the
[YES] box.
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I agree for the name of the organization I work for to be named in this research
[YES] [NO]

I also understand that the interview will be audio recorded if I grant permission.
If you agree to be part of this research project, but would prefer for this interview not to be
recorded please check the [NO] box below. If you agree to participate and be audio recorded
please check the [YES] box.
This interview can be audio recorded [YES] [NO]

Signature_____________________________________________
Date__________________________________________________

Thank you for your participation!
Kathy, Hanna, Hannah, and Barbara
Bates College

Appendix B-- Interview Questions
To narrow down the participants for the interviewing process, we collaborated with the
Good Food Council Committee by first outlining who we needed to contact. We generated a list
of “key informants”: Riley from Farm to Institution New England (FINE), Sarah O’Blenes from
Waldo County Hospital, Sarah Bostick from Cultivating Community , Ken Morse who
collaborates with the Meet the Buyers in the Oxford Community and FINE, Jennifer Obadia
from Healthcare without Harm, and David Schwartz from the Real Food Challenge. We also
created a list of relevant institutions and interviewees in the Lewiston-Auburn region: Alisa
Roman from Lewiston Public School District, Paula O’Rouillard from Auburn Public School
District, Larry Adams from Central Maine Medical Center, and Kevin J. Michaud from
University of Southern Maine (LAC).

Email sent to food service directors prior to interview

FOOD SERVICE DIRECTOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS | BATES
COLLEGE
Hi! Thank you so much for participating in this interview process. To get a better sense of who
we are, we are a group of four seniors enrolled in the Bates College Environmental Studies
Capstone course, conducting a research project in partnership with the Good Food Lewiston
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Auburn (GFLA). The GFLA is comprised of a group of people with diverse backgrounds who
share a passion for the local food system and for providing food access to the community. Our
research team is working on the beginnings of an assessment project to assess the LewistonAuburn landscape by interviewing food service directors in several institutions: higher education,
public schools, hospitals, and potentially nursing homes. With these interviews and other
methods, we will gather information about the current landscape of institutional purchasing in
the Lewiston/Auburn community, the challenges and success stories, with the goal of providing
tools the GFCLA can then use and expand on.
We are contacting you as food service directors to share your experiences around food services
in your respective institutions. We are interested in gathering information that includes your
views on bringing local food into your institution, your current suppliers, your infrastructure and
capacity, as well as your readiness as an institution to introduce local purchasing. Before our
interview, we wanted to give you the set of questions we are planning to ask just in case there
were any questions that needed additional preparation time.
Again, thank you so much for being a part of this interviewing process!
Best,
Hannah S., Hanna A., Barbara C., Kathy P.
Environmental Studies Majors
Capstone Course
Interview Questions for Food Service Directors
1.
2.

When it comes to purchasing decisions, does your organization have definition for ‘local
foods’? If not, how do you personally define it?
What are your feelings/opinions on the importance of buying locally?

Financial/ Supply Needs
3.
How many meals does your institution serve per day? year?
4.
What is your budget to buy food?
5.
Who is accountable for purchasing food?
Current Suppliers
6.
Does your institution currently purchase food from local farmers/growers?
7.
How much food (%) does your institution source locally?
8.
Are you currently involved with or a member of any organizations or programs related to
college dining and/or local foods purchasing?
9.
What factors currently limit your ability to purchase local foods for your institution?
Education
10.
What steps has your facility taken to educate your employees and the public about your
facility’s local and ecologically sustainable food practices and procedures?
Readiness
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11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.

Does your school (institution) have an on-site garden? If yes, how much harvested
produce is incorporated into meals? Do you have other uses for the produce?
Does your school (institution) participate in the Harvest day?
In your view, how ready are you be to incorporate more local foods in your purchasing?
(Rank from 1-10)?
In your opinion, what is the biggest barrier preventing your institutions from purchasing
local food? Can you list the barriers that you think are preventing the purchase of local
foods
Talk about food safety. How does this affect your purchasing? How could we help this
barrier?
What type of equipment would help support you in the purchasing local foods?
In your opinion, what is the biggest benefit that institutions could gain from purchasing
local food?

Infrastructure/ Capacity
18.
Other than budget restrictions, what would help your institution to purchase more or
begin purchasing, fruit, vegetables, and eggs from local farmers/ growers?
19.
Do you adapt your menus based on the availability of seasonal produce?
Contracts
20.
(Schools) How many sites are under your jurisdiction? How many functional kitchens
are available?
21.
Do any specific schools have their own individual choice or preparation in how and what
they provide?
22.
Is there a centralized place that helps your institution gain information about the food to
provide?
23.
Does any of your food need to arrive prepared? Approximately how much?
24.
What specific types of foods do you source locally? How much have you sourced in the
past? Email sent to key informants prior to interview
Email sent to key informants prior to interview

KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS | BATES COLLEGE
Hi! Thank you so much for participating in this interview process. To get a better sense of who
we are, we are a group of four seniors enrolled in the Bates College Environmental Studies
Capstone course, conducting a research project in partnership with the Good Food Lewiston
Auburn (GFLA). The GFLA is comprised of a group of people with diverse backgrounds who
share a passion for the local food system and for providing food access to the community. Our
research team is working on the beginnings of an assessment project to assess the LewistonAuburn landscape by interviewing food service directors in several institutions: higher education,
public schools, hospitals, and potentially nursing homes. With these interviews and other
methods, we will gather information about the current landscape of institutional purchasing in
the Lewiston/Auburn community, the challenges and success stories, with the goal of providing
tools the GFCLA can then use and expand on.
We are contacting you as food service directors to share your experiences around food services
in your respective institutions. We are interested in gathering information that includes your
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views on bringing local food into your institution, your current suppliers, your infrastructure and
capacity, as well as your readiness as an institution to introduce local purchasing. Before our
interview, we wanted to give you the set of questions we are planning to ask just in case there
were any questions that needed additional preparation time.
Again, thank you so much for being a part of this interviewing process!
Best,
Hannah S., Hanna A., Barbara C., Kathy P.
Environmental Studies Majors
Capstone Course

QUESTIONS
Building our knowledge base:
1. What are the tools + resources that you have used?
2. What are the best practices for establishing farm to institution, specifically for your
sector?
3. Can you direct us to success stories and/or models for inspiring leaders in L/A
institutions?
Advice on the strategy for our assessment
4. What do think are the 3-5 most important questions we should ask Food Service
Directors?
5. Can you share results you obtained from your surveys/assessments?
Understanding the challenges of starting Farm to Institution work
6. Do you have any additions to our barrier list?
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Knowledge on how to educate others (e.g. cooking from scratch)
Equipment available
Cost
Infrastructure contracts with distributors/management companies
Food Safety
Nutrition Guidelines
Resistance to change
Time

7. Where are the stumbling blocks that we should be aware of in this process?
Advice for starting the work
8. What is your advice for the best entry point(s) for starting this work?
9. Who do you see as the key decision makers/ stakeholders?
10. How do you initiate a collaborative model for change?
11. Where have you found the best opportunities (or the easy wins)?
12. What do you see as the values/challenges of having F2I work catalyzed by a food
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council?
a. Who are the typical and unusual partners in making F2I happen at a local level?
13. Do you have advice regarding at what point we engage each of these partners?
a. We’re potentially thinking about doing a meet-greet between farmers and
institutions - feelings about that?
14. Do you have any additional suggestions for us? Anything we haven’t covered in this
interview? What advice do you have for our work?
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Appendix C -- Meet the Buyers Invitation
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Appendix D-- Directory of Farmers
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Appendix E - Consent Form
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Appendix F -- Meet the Buyers Agenda
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